ABSTRACT Fritz Heinrich Jakob Lewy described, for the first time, in 1912, novel peculiar inclusions in neurons of certain brain nuclei in patients with Paralysis agitans, and compared his finding to the amyloid bodies described by Lafora one year before. Gonzalo Rodriguez Lafora studied one patient with Paralysis agitans, in 1913, and recognized, described, and depicted structures identical to those previously reported by Lewy. He was the first to acknowledge Lewy's finding, and also the first to name such inclusions after the discoverer -cuerpos intracelulares de Lewy (Lewy bodies). Konstantin Nikolaevich Trétiakoff named the inclusions he found in neurons of the substantia nigra of patients with Parkinson's disease as corps de Lewy (Lewy bodies), in 1919. Trétiakoff has unanimously received the credit for the eponym. However, Lafora's earlier description should make him deserving of the authorship of the eponym.
Lewy discovered and described, in 1912, peculiar inclusions in neurons of certain nuclei of the brain in Paralysis agitans (Parkinson' s disease) 1 . Lafora, in 1913, acknowledged Lewy' s finding, and named the structure after him 2, 3 . Trétiakoff, on investigating the pathology of the substantia nigra in Parkinson' s disease 4 , named these inclusions after the discoverer, in 1919. Thus, these inclusions became known as Lewy bodies. It is common to credit Trétiakoff with the creation of the eponym. However, Lafora had already named the structure six years before.
Here, the research of the personalities related to this subject is outlined, aiming to authenticate the paternity of the eponym.
THE PERSONALITIES AND THEIR RESEARCH
Fritz Heinrich Jakob Lewy (1885 Lewy ( -1950 . There, together with Bernard Glueck, he was the first to recognize a new type of inclusion inside neurons in a case of supposed myoclonic epilepsy, the "amyloid bodies" (Amyloidkörper) 7 , published in 1911, in a renowned German journal 7 . The described illness was subsequently known as Lafora' s disease 6 . Lafora reviewed the data in 1913, in a paper written in Spanish 2 . There he cited Lewy' s 1912 publication, and stated: "Lewy was the first to find in the dorsal nucleus of the vagus [and other nuclei] of some cases of Paralysis agitans... certain intracellular... formations, which he considered similar in their genesis to those we have described". Adding: "It is probable that there exist several classes of amylaceous bodies in the nervous system... and the intracellular bodies of Lewy (cuerpos intracelulares de Lewy) of Paralysis agitans have, without doubt, a genesis very similar to the intracellular amylaceous bodies described here, but diverge in their morphology and in their histochemical properties" 2 . Lafora also studied one case of typical Paralysis agitans [Parkinson' s disease], and published, also in 1913, the results in the paper Contribución á la histopatologia de la parálisis agitante, written in Spanish 3 . There, he described the inclusions in neurons of the vagus, facial, and oculomotor nuclei, and confirmed almost all Lewy' s findings, despite divergence in some aspects. The paper was illustrated with figures clearly representing these formations, with shapes identical to those of Lewy' s, labeling some as "Lewy' s body with serpentine formations" (cuerpo de Lewy con formaciones serpenteadas) (depicted in his Figure 4 ), "elongated Lewy bodies" (cuerpos alargados de Lewy) (depicted in his Figure 9 ), among other labels 
COMMENTS
Lewy described a novel inclusion, in 1912, and Lafora was the first to acknowledge Lewy's finding 1, 2, 3 , as well as being the first to name them, in 1913, as cuerpos intracelulares de Lewy (Lewy bodies) 2, 3 . Trétiakoff mentioned the inclusions in his thesis 4 , and designated them as corps de Lewy (Lewy bodies), in 1919. Trétiakoff has been unanimously credited for the eponym since then 8 . Why did Trétiakoff, and not Lafora, gain paternity of the eponym? Explanations may be proposed, comparing similarities and differences between these brilliant researchers.
Trétiakoff worked in one of the most renowned European multidisciplinary neuroscientific centers, La Salpêtrière, surrounded by influential personalities (Pierre Marie, Babinski, Marinesco, Souques, Guillain, Foix, among others) 9 . Lafora worked mainly in Cajal's Institute, a flourishing world-recognized institution of neurohistology and neuropathology, surrounded by eminent researchers (besides Cajal, a Nobel prize winner, were Tello, Achúccaro, de Castro, Rio Hortega, Villaverde, Lorente de Nó, among others) 6, 10 . However, despite both having named the structure, and both having excellent credentials, some differential points must be underlined, as follows.
Trétiakoff was surrounded by personalities such as Marinesco, Souques, and Foix, who were interested in Parkinson's disease. Lafora, on the other hand, apparently had no researchers interested in the disease around him.
Trétiakoff wrote his thesis in French, one of the more accepted scientific languages at the time. Lafora's two papers mentioned were written in Spanish, which was poorly accepted internationally at the time. These papers were published in the Trabajos del Laboratorio de Investigaciones Biológicas de la Universidad de Madrid, a continuation of the Revista Trimestral Micrografica founded by Cajal in 1896. This journal has changed its name and language from Spanish to French, several times since its founding. The language changes were attributed to the lack of knowledge of the Spanish language by most of the international scientific community at the time. Cajal even apologized for this in some of his papers, republished in French or German, years after having been published previously in Spanish 10 . Trétiakoff 's thesis, despite not being published, was cited many times in the following decades. There were no citations for Lafora's Spanish papers in the references of numerous publications related to the subject, apparently leaving Lafora ignored for almost a century.
It is possible that the exposure of their work in this field was the reason that awarded Trétiakoff with the paternity of the eponym. However, would it not be proper to give this primacy to Lafora? The historical evidence appears to point in this direction.
